




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

open space at the confluence of Drainages 1, 2, and 3 and would greatly enhance hydrologic 
connectivity between the Upper Terrace and downstream wetlands. Additionally, 
geotechnical recommendations required in MM BIO-7 to reduce potential for horizontal 
directional drilling operations to adversely affect Calle Joaquin wetlands would still be 
required.  

However, interruption or redirection of ground and surface water sources for these 
wetlands from realignment of Froom Creek and adjacent development could still result in 
changes in wetland habitats and characteristics. While implementation of MM BIO-1 
through -3, MM BIO-5 through -7, and MM BIO-13 would partially reduce impacts to 
USFWS and CDFW jurisdictional wetland areas through avoidance to the maximum extent 
feasible of on- or offsite wetlands, full replacement of equivalent wetland values if 
wetlands are affected would be challenging. Although impacts to wetlands in the Upper 
Terrace area of Villaggio would be less than under the Project, direct and indirect impacts 
to jurisdictional wetlands would continue, and impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Impact BIO-4 addressing impacts on the 
movement of resident or migratory 
wildlife species or resident and 
migratory wildlife corridors would be 
substantially reduced under Alternative 
1. Unlike the Project, Alternative 1 
would avoid all development in the 
Upper Terrace and would allow wildlife 
movement across the Upper Terrace and 
along Drainages 1, 2, and 3, which link 
Froom Creek through the Project site to 
the Irish Hills. By avoiding extensive site 
alteration and construction of new 
homes, roadways, trails, fences, and utility and drainage infrastructure within the Upper 
Terrace, Alternative 1 would reduce noise, lighting, and glare that would disrupt wildlife 
movement across the Project site. Implementation MM BIO-13 through -14 and MM BIO 
Alt. 1 would further reduce such impacts. As under the Project, Calle Joaquin wetlands and 
the restored Froom Creek channel could be isolated from wildlife and habitats in the Upper 
Terrace and Irish Hills Natural Reserve, replacing existing broad open grassland ecotones 
that currently link these habitats with intensive development, particularly near the 

 
Alternative 1 would ensure realigned Froom Creek 
would connect to high quality habitats in the Upper 
Terrace and Irish Hills Natural Reserve, allowing 
for safe passage between these habitats by resident 
and migratory wildlife.  
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confluence of Drainages 1, 2, and 3. While the realigned and restored Froom Creek corridor 
is proposed to provide enhanced riparian habitat, it would be an urban creek corridor 
bordered by relatively intensive development that would limit movement of terrestrial and 
avian species. Long-term impacts to migrating species would be similar to the Project due 
to the increase in human presence onsite, including lighting located on buildings and in 
parking areas, increased noise from automobiles, and other human activities. These long-
term impacts could cause these species to be killed, to flee the area, or could disrupt 
breeding and nesting efforts.  

As under the Project, implementation of MM BIO-1 through -2, BIO-5 through -6, BIO-9, 
BIO-11 through -12, and MM BIO-13 would reduce potential impacts to resident or 
migratory wildlife and resident or migratory corridors. By ensuring the ability of resident 
or migratory wildlife to access high quality habitats, Impact BIO-4 would be substantially 
less severe when compared to the Project and would be considered less than significant 
with mitigation.  

Impact BIO-5, related to the potential 
disturbance, trimming, or removal of up 
to 75 mature trees, would be less severe 
when compared to the Project. On the 
northwestern side of the site, potentially 
affected trees are located in the 
developed/disturbed area adjacent to the 
existing quarry and construction business. 
Mature trees in the Upper Terrace in the 

southwest portion of the Project site adjacent to Drainages 1, 2, and 3 would also be 
potentially affected. The land use map for Alternative 1 would designate residential and 
commercial areas to avoid direct and indirect disturbance to much of the woodland areas 
that would be developed by the Project in the Upper Terrace, reducing indirect fire 
clearance impacts to coast live oak and California bay woodlands in particular. Similar to 
the Project, trimming or work within the rootzone of mature trees for construction or 
wildfire buffering could indirectly impact these trees. As under the Project, MM BIO-15 
would ensure avoidance of trees, and MM BIO-Alt. 1 would protect additional coast live 
oak/California bay woodlands from development or associated fire management processes. 
As under the Project, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

 
Alternative 1 would reduce impacts to mature trees, 
including coast live oak/ California bay woodland, 
and eucalyptus. 
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Impacts to biological resources under this alternative would be substantially less than those 
resulting from the Project. However, as under the Project, following incorporation of all 
mitigation measures described above, Alternative 1’s contribution to regional cumulative 
impacts to biological resources would be cumulatively considerable and significant and 
unavoidable. Additionally, as discussed in the 2014 LUCE Update EIR, implementation of 
General Plan LUE policies and compliance with state and federal regulations would ensure 
cumulative impacts resulting from development under the General Plan LUE would be less 
than significant.  

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Under Alternative 1, impacts to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources would be 
less when compared to the Project. Soil disturbance would still occur within areas 
considered to be sensitive for cultural resources but required grading and excavation would 
avoid the Upper Terrace, which has a high potential for discovery of buried archeological 
resources. Similar to the Project, proposed relocation of historic structures within the 
Froom Ranch Dairy complex would adversely affect significant historic resources, 
including a potential historic district. Mitigation measures would continue to be 
implemented to minimize potential impacts of development and operation on 
archaeological and prehistoric resources, as well as historic resources.  

Impact CR-1 addressing potential to impact subsurface cultural resources would be less 
severe when compared to the Project. Per the technical studies completed for the FRSP 
(Appendix F) and the City’s Archeological Resource Preservation Program Guidelines, 
there are two known prehistoric sites and archaeologically sensitive areas within the Project 
site that may contain undiscovered cultural resources that would be impacted by 
construction under this alternative, including within the Upper Terrace and a 200-foot area 
around the top of banks of the existing Froom Creek. Similar to the Project, mitigation 
measures would be implemented that would reduce potential impacts. These would include 
requiring a subsurface archaeological resource evaluation in areas within 200 feet of 
identified sites (MM CR-1), identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (MM CR-
2), requiring preparation and implementation of an Archaeological Monitoring Plan (MM 
CR-3 and MM CR-4), ensuring cessation of construction activities following discovery of 
prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources and/or human remains (MM CR-5 
and MM CR-7), and ensuring construction personnel receive cultural resources training 
(MM CR-6). Unlike the Project, no development would occur within the Upper Terrace, 
an area which supports several recorded  archaeological sites and resources. Therefore, 
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Impact CR-1 would be less than under the Project and considered less than significant with 
mitigation.  

Impact CR-2, which addresses potential indirect impacts to archaeological resources 
resulting from recreational activities of future residents, would be substantially less than 
under the Project. By avoiding development in the Upper Terrace, proposed residential 
development would be located more than 100 feet from known archaeological resources 
and, therefore, less subject to potential indirect disturbance by future residents. Similar to 
the Project, the nearest residential structures in Villaggio would be enclosed by a security 
fence under Alternative 1 that would substantially limit incidental access to these cultural 
resources with the open space area. The archaeologically sensitive areas in the Upper 
Terrace would be preserved as protected open space under Alternative 1, further protecting 
them from risks associated with future development within the Specific Plan area. MM 
CR-8 requiring that recreational facilities and roadways are not located within 50 feet of 
known resources would also continue to apply. Impact CR-2 would, therefore, be less than 
under the Project and would be considered less than significant with mitigation.  

Impact CR-3, addressing impacts to historic resources onsite, would remain similar to the 
Project, as Alternative 1 would relocate and/or adaptively reuse four Froom Ranch Dairy 
complex buildings (i.e., main residence, creamery, dairy barn, and granary) within the 
proposed trailhead park. These structures are eligible for listing on the National Register, 
California Register, and City Master List of Historic Resources as a historic district. 
Additionally, several structures onsite that contribute to the potential Froom Ranch Dairy 
historic district (i.e., the shed, bunkhouse, and old barn) would be demolished similar to 
the Project.  

As under the Project, the following mitigation measures would apply to minimize potential 
impacts to historic resources: 

• MM CR-9: ensures retention of a qualified historic architect to review and comment 
on construction drawings as well as conduct construction monitoring 

• MM CR-10: ensures photo documentation of existing historic buildings 
• MM CR-11: requires production of an educational pamphlet regarding cultural and 

architectural heritage of the site 
• MM CR-12: requires the Applicant to maximize reuse of original building material 
• MM CR-13: requires preparation of design guidelines and review for construction 

proximate to the Main Residence 
• MM CR-14: requires a preservation plan to protect historic buildings during 

construction 
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Relocation and reconstruction of the Froom Ranch Dairy complex, including 
implementation of the above mitigation measures, would retain sufficient integrity to 
convey the buildings’ significant association with the dairy industry and the Froom family. 
Retaining the four historic structures that contribute to the potential historic district within 
the trailhead park and in a natural setting more reminiscent of their historic past than the 
Project (i.e., set atop a rise against the natural hillside of the Irish Hills rather than set 
amongst multi-family housing units and commercial buildings) would lessen the potential 
impact to historic resources as well. However, as under the Project, the loss of three 
contributors to the potential historic district would also occur under Alternative 1, and, 
therefore, Impact CR-3 would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would contribute to the potential loss of significant 
archaeological and tribal cultural resources, though its contribution would be less than 
significant with mitigation identified above. As under the Project, significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the removal, relocation, and reconstruction of features 
associated with the historic Froom Ranch Dairy complex could occur and would be 
cumulatively considerable when combined with overall loss of historic resources in the 
City and surrounding areas for pending and future projects. As such, Alternative 1 would 
contribute to the cumulative loss of historic resources in the City and result in significant 
and unavoidable cumulative impacts.  

Geology and Soils 

Under this alternative, impacts related to geologic and soil resources would be similar when 
compared to the Project due to similar construction activities, geologic hazards, and 
minimal impacts. As under the Project, design and construction of proposed land uses 
would be subject to several requirements and regulations to ensure structural integrity in 
seismically active areas. By locating development outside of fault setbacks and 
implementing the most current industry standards for structural design, impacts of 
structural failure and risks to life and property due to seismic shaking and seismic-related 
ground failure would be avoided or reduced. 

Impact GEO-1, addressing exposure of people or structures to adverse effects from 
earthquakes and seismically induced hazards, would be similar when compared to the 
Project. Development would be required to be sited to avoid existing fault lines, and to 
adhere to the California Building Code (CBC) and the City Municipal Code. Similar to the 
Project, the Los Osos Fault would cross Madonna Froom Ranch and Alternative 1 would 
include a development setback from the potentially active Los Osos Fault segments onsite. 
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As under the Project, compliance with state and local building regulations for site 
preparation and structural design would ensure that seismically induced hazards would 
remain less than significant.  

Impact GEO-2, addressing potential for soil hazards, would remain the same as the Project. 
Potential for subsidence to occur onsite is low and development would not cause or 
exacerbate subsidence. Grading under Alternative 1 would require approximately 94,000 
cubic yards (cy) less fill as compared to the Project. Implementation of recommendations 
outlined in the Project Soils Engineering Report and the geotechnical recommendations 
included therein would continue be implemented under Alternative 1 and would reduce 
impacts related to construction on loose, saturated, or expansive soils. Additionally, 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations (i.e., CBC, the City’s Safety Element 
[SE], and the City Municipal Code) would reduce direct impacts associated with expansive 
soils, differential settlement, and subsidence. As under the Project, impacts from 
Alternative 1 would be less than significant. 

Impact GEO-3, which addresses the potential for erosion and landslides, would be less 
severe when compared to the Project since grading within areas above the 150-foot 
elevation would not occur. In the lower portions of the site and Madonna Froom Ranch, 
grading for site development has the potential to expose undocumented fill and existing 
soft alluvium, which may erode or slide. While there is the potential for limited slope 
instability to occur during excavation and construction activities, implementation of the 
CBC and compliance with federal, state, and local regulations would reduce the potential 
for erosion and long-term impacts during construction, similar to the Project. While 
potential for landslides to occur at the Project site is considered low, potential impacts 
would be reduced by removing private access roadways and medium-high density 
residential uses that are proposed under the Project in the Upper Terrace that would be 
located within a potential rockfall hazard area. Removal of development from the Upper 
Terrance under this alternative would also reduce hazards associated with development on 
steeper slopes. Compliance with applicable regulations and recommendations outlined in 
the Preliminary Soils Engineering Report and Preliminary Engineering Geology 
Investigation would further reduce impacts related to erosion or landslides, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Impact GEO-4, addressing potential groundwater dewatering impacts, would result in 
impacts similar to those under the Project. Subsurface parking structures constructed in 
Villaggio adjacent to the realigned Froom Creek could require dewatering. Construction of 
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these structures could require excavation up to 12 feet below ground surface (bgs), 
potentially intercepting shallow groundwater observed at a depth of 1.5 to 4.0 feet bgs. As 
under the Project, compliance with the Preliminary Engineering Geology Investigation 
recommendations, as well as Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations, 
would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Impact GEO-5, addressing the potential to uncover and impact paleontological resources 
in geologic deposits, would be similar to the Project. If paleontological resources were 
uncovered during construction and were then improperly handled, such unknown 
paleontological resources could be damaged or destroyed. As under the Project, 
incorporation of MM GEO-1 would ensure the protection of potential paleontological 
resources, and impacts would be considered less than significant with mitigation. 

Cumulative impacts related to geology and soils would result if impacts under Alternative 
1, when combined with other past, present, and future projects, would cumulatively 
increase the potential for geologic hazards, such as ground-shaking, or increased soil 
impacts, such as erosion. The City Municipal Code and the General Plan SE require all 
discretionary development within the City to undergo analysis of each site’s geological and 
soil conditions prior to construction. Because all projects would be required to undergo an 
analysis of site-specific geological and soil conditions, and because restrictions on 
development would be applied in the event that geological or soil conditions pose a risk to 
safety, this alternative’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with seismic 
activity, soil instability, subsidence, collapse, and/or expansive soil would be the same as 
under the Project and would be considered less than significant.  

Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire 

Under Alternative 1, impacts related to wildfire hazards would be substantially reduced 
due to reconfiguration of proposed habitable structures to more defensible locations within 
the site and provision of additional emergency access options for emergency responders. 
Impacts related to hazardous materials and contamination from spills would be similar to 
the Project due to extended construction activities. Airport safety hazards would also be 
similar to the Project.  

Impact HAZ-1, addressing exposure of wildfire hazards and emergency response access, 
would be substantially reduced. The Project site is located in an area with moderate to very 
high fire hazards due to flammable vegetation onsite and within the adjacent Irish Hills 
Natural Reserve, as well as due to winds that periodically blow southeast downslope 
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toward the Project site. As under the Project, adherence to applicable requirements to 
minimize the risk from accidental construction- and operation-related wildfires, including 
clearance or management of flammable vegetation within 100 feet of residential 
development, including within the Irish Hills Natural Reserve, would mitigate this impact. 
Unlike the Project, all residential development within the Upper Terrace and in the 
northwestern portion of the site within Madonna Froom Ranch would be retained as open 
space, reducing wildland-urban interface by approximately 4,750 feet (50 percent of 
wildland-urban interface under the Project). This increased clustering within lower hazard 
areas in the lower portion of the site and Madonna Froom Ranch would increase the buffer 
between new development and very high fire hazard areas.  

Impacts resulting from impaired emergency evacuation and exposure of residents and 
visitors to wildfire hazards would be reduced. Unlike the Project, this alternative would 
include emergency ingress to the Project site from a new emergency access road and bridge 
across LOVR ditch to LOVR approximately 800 feet southeast of the main Project entrance 
and a new emergency access road to Calle Joaquin located along the western edge of the 
proposed stormwater detention basin (see Figure 5-1). Emergency access through the Irish 
Hills Plaza would also be included. Therefore, a total of four access routes, including the 
primary entrance, would provide for evacuation and less congested access to the site for 
emergency respondents in the case of an emergency.  

Under Alternative 1, security fencing, retaining walls, and closely spaced residential units 
in Villaggio would continue to limit access for firefighters to attack fires threatening 
residential units adjacent to the Irish Hills Natural Reserve. As under the Project, 
implementation of several mitigation measures would avoid or reduce impacts. MM HAZ-
1, requiring construction measures to reduce the potential for brush or grass fires, MM 
HAZ-2, requiring preparation of a Community Fire Protection Plan, and MM HAZ-3, 
requiring designation of smoking areas away from onsite fire hazards would all reduce 
these impacts. MM HAZ-4, requiring preparation and implementation of an Evacuation 
Plan, and MM HAZ-5, requiring that design of the Lower Area provides direct access for 
emergency response vehicles to the Irish Hills Natural Reserve bordering the Project site 
to the west, would further reduce impacts. Despite these measures, Alternative 1 would 
continue to be located in an area highly susceptible to potential fire hazards, and Impact 
HAZ-1 would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Impact HAZ-2, addressing accidental releases of hazardous materials, would remain the 
same as under the Project. The routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
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would be unchanged. As under the Project, hazardous materials encountered during 
demolition or construction activities would be disposed of in compliance with all pertinent 
regulations for the handling of such waste, including requirements of the SLO County 
APCD and California Code of Regulations. Additionally, this alternative would not 
substantially increase the risk from hazardous materials to the public within the Project site 
or within the surrounding area. Minimal safety risks from the storage, handling, and use of 
hazardous materials in the Project site would be reduced through compliance with any 
applicable standards and regulations. Therefore, Impact HAZ-2 would continue to be less 
than significant. 

Impact HAZ-3 related to airport hazards would be similar to the Project. Although portions 
of the Project site lie within Safety Sub-Areas S-1b and S-1c of the 2005 Airport Land Use 
Plan, the Project site falls outside of the Aviation Safety Areas according to criteria in the 
Caltrans Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Johnson Aviation 2014). Accordingly, as 
under the Project, no substantial physical airport-related safety hazard is expected to occur. 
Therefore, aviation-related safety impacts to residents and commercial employees or 
patrons would be less than significant. 

Cumulative hazards from wildfire would be exacerbated by additional construction and 
operation of urban uses within the City and region along the urban-wildland interface. 
Projects along the City’s wildland-urban interface would introduce additional fire hazard-
related risks from typical residential operations and increased human activity (e.g., 
smoking, introduction of ignition sources, landscape equipment) and would place 
additional people and structures at risk of injury or damage in the event of a wildfire. 
Further, the heightened potential for future fire hazards from the influence of climate 
change and warmer conditions, as discussed in Section 3.7.1.1, would contribute to the 
potential for a higher frequency, intensity, and size of fires that may occur in such areas. 
As under the Project, adherence to mitigation measures MM HAZ-1 through -5, as well as 
the California Fire Code, City Municipal Code, policies within the SE, and review of 
discretionary projects by the SLOFD would reduce impact severity. While these measures 
would reduce potential wildfire hazards, given the high potential for wildfire along the 
City’s wildland-urban interface, the potential for cumulative development to exacerbate 
wildfire hazards would be similar to the Project and impacts would be considered 
significant and unavoidable.  

Cumulative projects within the City and the Project vicinity would have the potential to 
expose future area residents, employees, and visitors to chemical hazards through 
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development of sites and structures that may be contaminated from either historic or 
ongoing uses. The severity of potential hazards for individual projects would depend upon 
the location, type, and size of development and the specific hazards associated with 
individual sites. Discretionary projects proposed in the City would be required to undergo 
individual environmental review, including review of potential impacts related to hazards 
and hazardous materials that are applicable to that particular development site and 
proposed use. Additionally, projects would also be subject to the local, state, and federal 
standards which require the safe removal of potentially hazardous building materials and 
the cleanup of contaminated properties, thus reducing the level of risk on a particular site. 
Because development standards or remediation requirements would be applied if hazards 
or hazardous materials posed a risk to safety, contribution to cumulative impacts associated 
with exposure to hazards or hazardous materials would be similar to those of the Project 
and would be considered less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be substantially similar to the Project 
due to similar types of development and similar realignment of Froom Creek paired with 
the proposed stormwater detention basin. Increases in impervious surfaces under this 
alternative would decrease as compared to the Project due to the reduction in developed 
area on the site (approximately 18 percent decrease), and continued compliance with 
applicable local, regional, state, and federal requirements would further reduce the 
potential for significant impacts. 

Impact HYD-1 addressing construction impacts to water quality would be reduced as 
compared to the Project. Unlike the Project, no construction would occur in the Upper 
Terrace of Villaggio, substantially reducing the potential for spill of oil, gasoline, hydraulic 
fluids, and other contaminants into Drainages 1, 2, or 3. In addition, soil erosion impacts 
to the drainages within the Upper Terrace would be reduced compared to the Project. 
Grading under Alternative 1 would require approximately 94,000 cy less fill as compared 
to the Project. As under the Project, construction in the lower portion of the site and 
Madonna Froom Ranch would present a potential for polluted construction related surface 
runoff to flow into onsite wetlands and Froom Creek.  

Discharge of pollutants from construction equipment, including accidental spillage of fuels 
and lubricants, could also occur. Implementation of MM HYD-1, MM HYD-2, and MM 
HYD-3, requiring stormwater permitting and management actions, would be implemented. 
As under the Project, these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for erosion and 
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construction runoff to flow downstream to San Luis Obispo Creek or to the Calle Joaquin 
wetlands, and potential impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation.  

Impact HYD-2, addressing potential onsite flooding and erosion hazards, would be similar 
when compared to the Project since the proposed stormwater system for Alternative 1 
would involve the same components. Froom Creek realignment would be similar to the 
design under the Project. Preliminary calculations prepared by the Applicant and peer-
reviewed by the City’s EIR consultant, indicate the stormwater management system would 
be capable of accommodating a 100-year storm event. Development under Alternative 1 
would be clustered, so the acreage of impervious surfaces would be less severe when 
compared to the Project. Replacement of approximately 8.2 acres of residential 
development with open space in the Upper Terrace would decrease potential stormwater 
surface flows. Implementation of MM HYD-4 requiring creek bank and channel bottom 
stability and avoidance or reduction of further erosion would continue to apply, and 
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Impact HYD-3, addressing water quality impacts to Froom Creek and San Luis Obispo 
Creek due to polluted urban runoff and sedimentation, would be the same as under the 
Project. While development of the site increases the possibility of runoff, similar to the 
Project inclusion of a comprehensive stormwater management system with approximately 
four stormwater retention and treatment areas onsite would reduce impacts. As under the 
Project, this alternative would be subject to the Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) Post Construction Requirements and National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System discharge permits. Implementation of proposed BMP 
strategies of the FRSP would also reduce impacts from urban runoff. Further, upon 
compliance with the City’s Storm Water Management Plan, Engineering Standards, 
General Plan, and City Municipal Code requirements, adverse effects to water quality from 
operation of this alternative would be reduced. Impacts would be similar to the Project and 
less than significant.  

Impact HYD-4, involving impacts to groundwater, would be lessened compared to the 
Project. Unlike the Project, the Upper Terrace would remain undeveloped, allowing 
continued natural percolation and reduced opportunities for pollutants to be carried into 
adjacent waterways as a result of stormwater flows. The City no longer relies on local 
groundwater as of April 2015, and the San Luis Obispo Groundwater Basin is not in 
overdraft and recharges quickly following normal rainfall years. Additionally, as under the 
Project, implementation of BMPs would be required consistent with City and RWQCB 
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standards. Similar to the Project, groundwater resources would not be depleted or degraded, 
and groundwater recharge would not be impeded. Groundwater impacts would be similar 
to the Project and would be considered less than significant. 

Cumulative impacts to water quality would be incrementally reduced compared to the 
Project, including potential contribution to cumulative trends of increased urban pollutant 
discharge to the San Luis Obispo Creek system. As under the Project, mitigation of these 
impacts would be required through compliance with water quality requirements and State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) regulations, and potentially significant 
cumulative impacts would therefore be less than significant with mitigation.  

Land Use and Planning 

Under this alternative, the layout, acreage, and placement of residential and commercial 
development, as well as parkland and roadways, within the Project site would substantially 
differ from the Project. While the total number of residential units and square footage of 
commercial land uses would remain the same as the Project, Alternative 1 would be 
consistent with policies within the General Plan LUE that prohibit development above the 
150-foot elevation line. This aspect of Alternative 1 would relocate residential 
development in upper elevations of Villaggio and Madonna Froom Ranch to lower 
elevations of the site and relocate the proposed trailhead park to the portion of Madonna 
Froom Ranch above the 150-foot elevation. Residential and commercial development 
would be tightly clustered within approximately 30 percent of the site (e.g., 36 acres), with 
over 60 acres of contiguous open space provided on the Upper Terrace and upper reaches 
of Madonna Froom Ranch within a public park. Overall, impacts identified within Section 
3.8, Land Use and Planning, would be substantially less than under the Project. 

Impact LU-1, regarding conflicts with City General Plan policies for visual, biological, and 
cultural resources and wildfire hazards, would be substantially reduced compared to the 
Project. Unlike the Project, urban development above the 150-foot elevation would not be 
permitted, consistent with the City General Plan. This alternative would be substantially 
more consistent with the General Plan LUE and COSE policies that protect sensitive 
biological, cultural, open space, and visual resources. These policies include LUE Policies 
1.8.6, Wildlife Habitats, and 6.4.7, Hillside Planning Areas, and COSE Policies 7.3.1, 
Protect Listed Species, 7.3.2, Protect Species of Local Concern, and 9.2.1, Views to and 
from public places, including scenic roadways. However, development of 12 Villas in the 
southwest corner of Villaggio’s Lower Area would continue to substantially impact onsite 
biological habitat connectivity between the Froom Creek corridor and grassland within the 

5-74 Froom Ranch Specific Plan 
 Draft EIR 



 5.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Upper Terrace, and would be potentially inconsistent with COSE Policies, including 7.3.3, 
Wildlife Habitat and Corridors, and 7.7.7, Preserve Ecotones.  

Full compliance with the General Plan LUE and COSE would protect sensitive biological, 
open space, and visual resources, and reduce potential fire hazards. Avoidance of 
development within the Upper Terrace would protect biological resources, including 
federal jurisdiction wetlands and 12 special status plant species. Required implementation 
of MM BIO-4 would result in relocation of residential uses in the southwest portion of 
Villaggio to maintain a buffer on the centerline of the confluence of Drainages 1, 2, and 3, 
and would reduce potential inconsistencies with General Plan policies designed to protect 
wildlife corridors and ecotones, as discussed above. Further, relocation of the proposed 
trailhead park to the existing quarry location in the northwest portion of the Project site and 
moving residential uses eastward would ensure consistency with General Plan LUE 
policies to protect the Froom Creek watershed and trailhead. By relocating residential 
structures in the northwestern portion of the Project site and Upper Terrace of Villaggio, 
the visual transition between the Irish Hills Natural Reserve and the Project site would be 
improved, substantially reducing visual impacts (refer to KVA-4 and -5, above). Removing 
urban development above the 150-foot elevation line would also greatly increase open 
space buffers between development in Madonna Froom Ranch and Villaggio, improving 
safety from potential wildfire hazards onsite. Additionally, implementation of MM BIO-1 
through -7 and -10 through -12 and MM HAZ-1 through -5 would further reduce potential 
impacts to biological resources and wildfire hazards. In contrast with the Project, 
Alternative 1 would avoid the significant land use and planning impacts related to General 
Plan policy consistency by eliminating urban development above the 150-foot elevation 
line onsite. 

However, the Project site also supports the historic Froom Ranch Dairy complex, including 
seven existing structures associated with the historic dairy and Froom family. These 
structures could constitute a potential historic district under the City’s Historic Preservation 
Ordinance and the CRHR. As under the Project, retention and relocation of four structures 
(i.e., main residence, creamery, dairy barn, and granary) and demolition of three 
contributors to the potential Froom Ranch Dairy historic district (i.e., the shed, bunkhouse, 
and old barn) would impact historic resources. While implementation of MM CR-7 through 
-14 would reduce potential impacts, the permanent loss of the historic integrity and 
contributing structures of the potential historic district would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts and potentially conflict with City policies for historic resource 
protection. 
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Impact LU-2, addressing potential inconsistencies with City setback requirements and the 
existing onsite agricultural easement, would be less than under the Project. Realignment of 
the open space and agricultural easement would support conservation of habitat and 
biological resources, particularly the protection of existing wetlands within this 1.6-acre 
portion east of Calle Joaquin, which is consistent with the easement’s preservation intent. 
Further, because development would not be permitted within the Upper Terrace, Drainages 
1, 2, and 3 would remain protected from the impacts of development. Therefore, impacts 
under this alternative would be less than under the Project and would be remain less than 
significant.  

Significant cumulative land use and planning impacts could occur as the result of many 
planned and/or proposed residential developments in undeveloped open or agricultural 
lands along edges of the City. As under the Project, this alternative’s incremental 
contributions to conversion of agricultural and rural land along the perimeter of the City to 
developed urban uses would result in loss of open space and habitat, increases in 
impervious surfaces, night lighting, noise, and traffic that accompany such development. 
However, as with the Project, development under this alternative would be generally 
consistent with adjacent development uses along LOVR and all pending/future projects 
would be required to comply with development standards and General Plan policies of the 
City, and potential impacts would be assessed and mitigated in accordance with CEQA and 
applicable City policies prior to approval. Design and implementation of mitigation 
measures under this alternative would ensure consistency with General Plan policies, 
design standards and Zoning Ordinance regulations, and cumulative impacts related to land 
use and planning would continue to be less than significant. 

Noise 

Construction and operational noise impacts would be similar to the Project as overall 
residential and commercial development would be comparable in size and scale. 
Development of residential and commercial land uses would result in construction noise 
impacts. The location of those noise sources under Alternative 1 would be confined to the 
lower portion of the site and Madonna Froom Ranch, as well as the proposed stormwater 
management system. Operationally, this alternative would have a similar amount of traffic 
generation as the Project, resulting in minimal increases in mobile noise from increased 
vehicular traffic on area roads. As with the Project, noise sensitive residential uses would 
be developed adjacent to existing commercial uses that could exceed acceptable noise 
levels under City standards.  
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Impact NO-1, addressing construction noise, would be less severe when compared to the 
Project. Similar to the Project, short-term increases in noise from the use of heavy-duty 
construction equipment would exceed applicable standards in the City Noise Ordinance. 
Also, similar to the Project, noise impacts from grading and construction would exceed 
City and County standards for nearby sensitive receptors, including hotels along Calle 
Joaquin and recreational users within the Irish Hills Natural Reserve, but would be limited 
to a smaller footprint on the site away from natural areas in the Irish Hills and 
Mountainbrook Church. Unlike the Project, development would not include the Upper 
Terrace of the Villaggio, thereby reducing construction noise impacts to sensitive receptors 
within occupied units within the Lower Area, as well as recreational users along trails 
within the Irish Hills Natural Reserve. As under the Project, noise impacts to sensitive 
receptors would be minimized to the maximum extent feasible through compliance with 
the City’s Noise Ordinance and implementation of MM NO-1, limiting construction 
activities during evenings, Sundays, or holidays, MM NO-2, requiring noise attenuation 
measures, and MM NO-3 ensuring neighbors are informed regarding allowed construction 
timelines and noise complaint procedures. Noise generated from construction of this 
alternative would be less severe when compared to the Project, and implementation of 
mitigation would ensure noise levels under this alternative would not exceed City noise 
thresholds periodically over the construction period. Residual impacts would continue to 
be considered less than significant with mitigation. 

Impact NO-2, related to ground-borne vibration, would be similar to the Project, as short-
term construction activities could expose people to excessive ground-borne vibration. 
Construction would follow a similar progression of development within the Project site 
and vibrations would be temporary and intermittent during the hours of construction. 
Because residential units would not be developed within the Upper Terrace of Villaggio, 
heavy construction equipment would not pass through occupied units in the lower area and 
potential impacts from construction-related vibration on this population would be less than 
under the Project. While Villaggio would be occupied during construction of Madonna 
Froom Ranch, vibration would be attenuated with the intervening distance and would be at 
an imperceptible level at the location of proximate sensitive receptors. Therefore, vibration 
impacts from construction under this alternative would be less severe when compared to 
the Project and would be less than significant. 

Impact NO-3, considering exposure of future residents to noise from nearby roadways, 
would be similar to the Project, as residential units in Madonna Froom Ranch and the lower 
portions of the site would remain located in an area that exceeds City noise limits for 
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roadway noise. Maximum allowable noise exposure resulting from transportation sources 
for residences, hotels, and office buildings within the City is 60 decibel average (dBA) 
outdoor and 45 dBA within interior spaces (see Table 3.10-5 within Section 3.10, Noise). 
As under the Project, areas could be exposed to outdoor noise levels above 60 dBA. 
However, the Acoustics Assessment prepared for the Project site modeled the 60 dBA 
noise contour to be outside of these residential areas and estimates that noise levels for 
residential land uses would be approximately 45 to 57 dBA (Appendix I). Traffic generated 
under this alternative would increase ADT on LOVR by roughly the same amount as the 
Project, although these increases would be negligible compared to existing levels and 
would not result in a perceptible increase in noise levels. As under the Project, compliance 
with the California Building Standards Code requirements would reduce noise levels for 
outdoor activity areas and exterior living spaces do not exceed acceptable levels. Similar 
to the Project, this impact would be less than significant.  

Impact NO-4, addressing noise impacts from commercial uses to the north, would be 
similar to the Project. Approximately the same number of residential units would be 
developed adjacent to these commercial uses as the Project, resulting in potential impacts 
from commercial deliveries and other associated activities that would exceed allowed noise 
levels for residential areas. Similar to the Project, required implementation of MM NO-4 
would reduce anticipated noise levels through the use of noise reduction measures such as 
a planted earthen berm or sound wall along the site boundary. As under the Project, residual 
impacts would be considered less than significant with mitigation. 

As under the Project, this alternative would contribute a marginal increase in stationary 
and mobile noise sources, and the cumulative impact of noise levels resulting from 
construction and operation of this alternative would remain less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Population and Housing 

Population and housing impacts would be the same as under the Project, as Alternative 1 
would facilitate similar levels of new residential development (578 units), and associated 
population increase (1,231 persons) as the Project. In addition, the composition of 
inclusionary affordable housing units offered by this alternative would be similar to the 
Project as required for consistency with City Inclusionary Housing Requirements and 
Specific Plan Area Expansion Area Inclusionary Housing Requirements.  
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Impact PH-1, addressing population growth, would be the same as under the Project. The 
increase in population would be well below projected population under the LUE by 2035. 
As under the Project, this alternative would not exceed the adopted annual City growth rate 
of one percent under General Plan Policy LU 1.11.2. and would be compliant with the 
intent of the City’s growth management strategies relating to the annual average and overall 
increases in housing units and population. Impacts would therefore remain less than 
significant.  

Impact PH-2, which addresses the City’s jobs-housing balance, would be similar to the 
Project and would have beneficial impacts related to the City’s jobs-to-housing balance 
and assist in achieving the target jobs-to-housing ratios of 1.5 to 1. The proposed 
construction of 174 new housing units would provide additional housing for the existing 
and growing labor force within a community that currently has a 1.6 to 1 jobs-to-housing 
ratio. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

Impact PH-3, which addresses construction of affordable housing within the City, would 
be similar to the Project. This alternative would adhere to the same requirements of the 
Specific Plan area and HE Policies as the Project, including the requirement to build a 
minimum of five percent low- and ten percent moderate-income affordable dwelling units. 
Because the same number of units, including low- and moderate-income affordable units, 
would be constructed as under the Project, impacts would remain less than significant. 

Cumulative impacts would be similar to the Project. Cumulative development and 
associated growth in population and housing is anticipated in the General Plan LUE and 
would be consistent with City General Plan policies. This alternative, in combination with 
pending/future developments, would align with the City’s plans for buildout as projected 
by the General Plan. This alternative would be consistent with the residential unit growth 
requirements specified by General Plan LUE Policy 1.11.2 and Table 3.11-17 within 
Section 3.11, Population and Housing, though there may be pressure to exceed the annual 
one percent rate allowed under General Plan LUE Policy 1.11.2. However, the contribution 
under this alternative would remain consistent with LUE and HE policies and would not 
result in significant cumulative contribution. Further, existing LUE policies requiring that 
the City manage its housing supply so that it does not exceed a growth rate of one percent 
per year, on average, would help to ensure population growth does not exceed planned 
growth or result in significant cumulative impacts associated with increases in population 
and housing within the City. Therefore, cumulative impacts would remain less than 
significant. 
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Public Services and Recreation 

Under Alternative 1, the quantity of residential units introduced to the Project site would 
be the same as the Project, potentially resulting in an estimated 1,231 new residents. The 
new residents would increase demand for police protection, fire protection, parks, and 
schools, with impacts similar to the Project. The amount of parkland supplied under 
Alternative 1 would be incrementally greater than the Project (an additional 0.4 acre), 
which would directly benefit new residents and generally comply with the City’s parkland 
requirements, although mitigation for provision of additional parkland would be required 
to fully comply with applicable requirements. 

Impact PS-1, relating to police services, would be similar to the Project, as development 
would not require or result in the provision of new or physically altered facilities. 
Development under Alternative 1 would result in the same number of residential units and 
square footage of commercial area as under the Project, and therefore place a similar 
demand on police services. As under the Project, the anticipated population increase may 
require the hiring of an additional police officer to maintain the current ratio of 1.17 police 
officers per 1,000 residents. However, this increase would be funded through property, 
sales, and transient occupancy taxes throughout the City, including those resulting from 
Alternative 1, and would not necessitate police station expansion or construction beyond 
that already approved by the City. As under the Project, this alternative would be required 
to implement measures to decrease demand for police protection, including consistency 
with SLOPD’s Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Principles. Accordingly, 
impacts to police protection services would remain less than significant.  

Impact PS-2, relating to fire protection services, would be similar to the Project. Population 
increases would be the same as under the Project, including estimated increases in seniors. 
Development would continue to be subject to SLOFD standards and the California Fire 
Code and would be located within the four-minute safe response (travel) time required by 
the SE of the City General Plan. While the number of firefighters required under 
Alternative 1 would increase, Alternative 1 would not require construction of new 
firefighting facilities that would adversely impact the physical environment and Impact PS-
2 would continue to be less than significant.  

Impact PS-3, relating to public schools, would be similar to the Project, as 404 of the 578 
proposed residential units would be for seniors who are not expected to generate school-
aged populations. As under the Project, the remaining 174 multi-family units would be 
anticipated to generate approximately 37 school-age children. Schools that are closest to 
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the Project site have the capacity to accommodate the estimated increase in the student 
population. As under the Project, required payment of development fees would offset 
potential impacts of increased enrollment on school facilities. Given school district-wide 
capacity and the payment of impact fees for school facilities, anticipated impacts to school 
facilities would be similar to the Project and would be less than significant.  

Impact PS-4, relating to parkland availability, would be slightly less significant than the 
Project. Approximately 12.31 acres of parkland would be required to meet the City’s 
standard of 10 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, as described in Parks and Recreation 
Element (PRE) Policy 3.13.1. Alternative 1 would include 3.3 acres of public parkland 
within the Project site, which is 0.4 acre greater than under the proposed Project and 9.01 
acres less than required under the City General Plan. As under the Project, implementation 
of MM PS-1 and MM PS-2, would require additional parkland dedication or payment of 
in-lieu fees to satisfy City requirements for 10 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, 
including five acres of neighborhood parks. As under the Project, implementation of these 
measures would result in impacts to park and recreation resources that would be considered 
less than significant with mitigation.  

Alternative 1, in conjunction with approved, pending, or proposed development projects in 
the City, proposed land use changes under the General Plan LUE, along with associated 
population growth, would incrementally increase overall demand for public services, 
including fire protection, police protection, schools, and parks. However, as under the 
Project, projects would be required to address potential contribution to cumulative impacts 
through fair share payments, as well as other standard mitigation measures. Similar to the 
Project, Alternative 1 would not result in cumulatively considerable deterioration of 
existing public facilities or service levels and cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impacts related to transportation and traffic would not substantially vary in comparison to 
the Project due to identical levels of residential and commercial development and is 
anticipated to also generate 2,700 daily vehicle trips. Additionally, emergency access 
points will be altered as compared to the Project, lessening potential evacuation impacts.  

Alternative 1 would include similar road and transportation improvements to the Project:  
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1) A signalized intersection with LOVR that would provide four-way pedestrian 
crosswalks and access to a new two-lane road (Collector “A”) that would serve as 
the primary access to the Specific Plan area;  

2) Widening of LOVR along a portion of the Project site’s frontage; 

3) Proposed internal roadway network consisting of public and private roads; 

4) Proposed bicycle and pedestrian facilities throughout the Specific Plan area; 

5) Parking facilities to accommodate residents, employees, and visitors within the 
Specific Plan area; and 

6) A new bus stop that would be integrated into the regional public transportation 
system. 

Emergency access roads from Mountainbrook Church would not be included in this 
Alternative. Emergency access roads would instead be provided via three different 
connections: 1) from the Irish Hills Plaza into Madonna Froom Ranch; 2) from LOVR to 
Villaggio; and 3) from Calle Joaquin to Villaggio through the proposed stormwater 
detention basin area. Following incorporation of these roadway and transportation 
improvements and mitigation measures discussed below, residual impacts for Alternative 
1 would be similar to those identified in the City-prepared Traffic Impact Study (TIS) 
findings for Existing plus Project Conditions (see Tables 3.13-13 through 3.13-16 within 
Section 3.13, Transportation and Traffic; see also Appendix J). 

Impact TRANS-1, associated with construction traffic impacts, would be less severe when 
compared to those associated with the Project because removal of development in the 
Upper Terrace would eliminate the need for construction vehicles to travel along Calle 
Joaquin and within proposed local roads within the Project site. Construction timing under 
Alternative 1 would change to avoid overlap between occupancy of Villaggio and 
construction activities in the Upper Terrace, as proposed by the Project. Alternative 1 
would result in construction traffic being separated from occupied portions of the site in 
Villaggio and Madonna Froom Ranch and would shorten the time in which construction 
vehicles would interfere with regular roadway traffic. As under the Project, this Alternative 
would implement MM TRANS-1 requiring preparation of a Construction Transportation 
Management Plan for all phases of development, to be reviewed and approved by the City. 
Given substantial reductions in development footprint and implementation of required 
mitigation measures, this impact would be incrementally less severe when compared to the 
Project and would be less than significant with mitigation.  
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Impact TRANS-2, regarding exacerbation of queuing and peak hour traffic for automobiles 
and poor levels of service for pedestrians and bicycle modes of transportation under 
Existing plus Alternative 1 conditions, would be similar to the Project. The anticipated 
residential population of Alternative 1 is the same as the Project and roadway intersections 
impacted by the Project would continue to be impacted by Alternative 1. Although internal 
roadways would be lessened as a result of removal of residential uses in the Upper Terrace, 
internal traffic would continue to be potentially significant at occupation of Madonna 
Froom Ranch, although MM TRANS-11 requiring use of traffic calming measures on 
Local Street “A” would reduce this impact to less than significant. Although required 
implementation of MM TRANS-2 through -5 and MM TRANS-7 through -11 would 
reduce other impacts under Existing plus Alternative 1 conditions to less than significant, 
MM TRANS-6 requiring payment of fair share costs for the completion of the Prado Road 
Overpass/Interchange project would not mitigate potential impacts until this infrastructure 
project is complete. Therefore, similar to the Project, if the Prado Road 
Overpass/Interchange project is not in place by occupancy of Alternative 1, this impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact TRANS-3, which addresses exacerbation of existing queuing and peak hour traffic 
for automobiles and poor levels of service for pedestrians and bicyclists under Near-Term 
plus Alternative 1 conditions, would be similar to the Project. As discussed above, 
Alternative 1 would generate similar population increases and associated traffic as the 
Project. Although required implementation of MM TRANS-2, -5, -8, -9, -12, -13, and -15 
through -18 would reduce impacts under Near-Term plus Alternative 1, completion of MM 
TRANS-6 and MM TRANS-14 require completion of the Prado Road 
Overpass/Interchange project, which cannot be ensured by this alternative. Therefore, if 
the Prado Road Overpass/Interchange project is not in place by occupancy of Alternative 
1, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Impact TRANS-4, addressing inadequate emergency access and evacuations in areas of 
high and very high fire hazard, would be less severe when compared to the Project, as 
additional emergency evacuation options would be provided under Alternative 1 and 
development would be reduced to lower risk areas of the site. Similar to the Project, this 
alternative would continue to provide an emergency access route between Madonna Froom 
Ranch and Irish Hills Plaza. Unlike the Project, Alternative 1 would not provide an 
emergency access route through the Mountainbrook Church private road and would instead 
provide one emergency access route along the proposed stormwater basin and another 
across the realigned Froom Creek channel to connect to LOVR, thereby improving options 
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for emergency access and evacuation. The access route adjacent to the stormwater basin 
would allow evacuees located within the southwestern portion of Villaggio to evacuate 
without further exacerbating potential congestion along LOVR, as well as provide 
additional ingress and egress points for emergency responders. Additionally, Alternative 1 
would require MM TRANS-19, inclusion of an emergency access point from the Lower 
Area to the existing dirt access road that connects to the utility power line structures at the 
top of the ridgelines, and MM TRANS-22, requiring provision of emergency respondent 
access to Project site perimeters, which would increase emergency access to the site and 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation.  

Impact TRANS-5, regarding pedestrian and bicycle circulation safety issues, would be 
similar to the Project, as anticipated generation of internal roadway trips would be the 
same. MM TRANS-24 would continue to be required, ensuring Alternative 1 would 
include Project concept designs and design guidance published by the National Association 
of City Transportation Officials and the Federal Highway Administration, including 
installation of American Disabilities Act-compliant sidewalks, Lead Pedestrian Intervals 
and pedestrian refuges at the LOVR/Auto Park Way intersection, and Class IV bikeways 
along LOVR approaching/departing this intersection. Implementation of this mitigation 
measure would ensure residual impacts to onsite circulation for pedestrians, and bicyclists 
would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Impact TRANS-6 regarding Cumulative plus Project conditions, would be similar when 
compared to the Project. As under the Project, potentially significant impacts could occur 
to 14 separate intersections and roadway segments due to increased automobile, pedestrian, 
and bicycle traffic under Cumulative plus Project conditions (see Table 3.13-16 in Section 
3.13, Transportation and Traffic). However, required implementation of MM TRANS-25 
through -30, as well as MM TRANS-8, -9, and -13, would reduce cumulative impacts to 
less than significant with mitigation.  

Utilities and Energy Conservation 

Under Alternative 1, similar activities involving installation of public utilities and 
associated trenching would occur within a smaller area of development to support 
residential and commercial development within the lower portions of the site. New 
residential development (578 units) and associated population increase (1,231 persons) 
would be similar to the Project. However, 130 units of medium-high density R-3 units 
would be replaced with 130 high density R-4 units. This alternate range of unit types would 
not change the demand for utilities and service systems except for solid waste. Based on 
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the below analysis, transitioning to multi-family units with incrementally higher density 
units would generally result in a decrease of solid waste production compared to the 
Project. 

Impact UT-1, regarding potential environmental impacts resulting from expansion of 
utility infrastructure, would be incrementally less adverse when compared to the Project. 
Impacts would be less adverse when compared to the Project due to reductions in building 
footprints and elimination of development in areas above the 150-foot elevation. 
Anticipated levels of service to be provided would be similar as under the Project, as would 
associated infrastructure requirements. Implementation of Alternative 1 would include 
MM UT-1, ensuring Project utilities are engineered consistent with City standards. Similar 
to the Project, residual impacts would continue to be less than significant with mitigation.  

Impact UT-2, regarding demand increases to the City’s potable water supply, would remain 
the same as under the Project. Residential and commercial development under Alternative 
1 would be similar to the Project, and all landscaping would continue to be irrigated using 
recycled water and augmented with a groundwater well. Although the number of residential 
units in areas designated as R-3 and R-4 would change incrementally compared to the 
Project, units within these land use designations are similar and are anticipated to require 
the same level of potable and recycled water. As under the Project, demand projections 
indicate sufficient available supply of City potable and recycled water and impacts would 
continue to be less than significant. 

Impact UT-3, regarding demand for wastewater collection facilities, would be the same as 
under the Project. Alternative 1 would result in construction of the same number of 
residential units and the same amount of commercial development and therefore would not 
result in greater demand for the City’s available wastewater services as compared to the 
Project. As under the Project, the Applicant would comply with City standards, including 
fused sewer lines and would not significantly contribute to existing exceedance in wet-
weather capacity of City facilities to process and treat wastewater; however, the City notes 
that the Laguna lift station currently experiences capacity issues (Personal communication 
with Jennifer Metz, City of San Luis Obispo Utilities Department, May 2019). 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would therefore contribute to, or exacerbate existing 
issues associated with capacity of the City’s wastewater collection and conveyance system. 
Similar to the Project, implementation of MM UT-2 and payment of development impact 
fees would also be required to offset any impacts to the City’s wastewater management 
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capacity. Impacts related to wastewater services would therefore continue to be less than 
significant with mitigation.  

Impact UT-4, regarding generation of solid waste, would be less severe when compared to 
the Project. Alternative 1 would include development of 7.4 acres within the Madonna 
Froom Ranch with high density residential uses, as opposed to 6.3 acres of medium density 
residential and 1.8 acres of high density residential as proposed under the Project (see Table 
5-1). Denser residential land uses typically generate lower levels of solid waste per unit; 
therefore, the Madonna Froom Ranch development under Alternative 1 would generate 
approximately 923.9 lbs/day from residential uses as compared to 1,351.6 lbs/day under 
the Project (see Table 5-13). This difference in solid waste generation equates to a decrease 
in 427.7 lbs/day or 76 tons/year, or an approximate 31.6 percent reduction. Based on the 
daily solid waste projections and similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would contribute 
approximately 0.3 percent of the potential daily waste capacity of Cold Canyon Landfill. 
The waste produced would not substantially affect the landfill’s capacity or ability to 
comply with federal, state, or local regulations. Therefore, impacts regarding the generation 
of solid waste would remain less than significant.  
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Table 5-13. Estimated Solid Waste Production Under Alternative 1 

Waste Generation 
Source Proposed Uses Quantity (# 

of Units) 

Waste 
Generation 

Factor 

Waste 
Generation 

(lbs/day) 
VILLAGGIO 

Multi-family Independent Living 
Units 366 units 8.6 lbs/day/unit 3,147.6 

Nursing/Retirement 
Home Assisted Living Units 38 units 5 lbs/person/day1 190 

Hospital Health Care Units 51 beds 16 lbs/bed/day1 816 

Office 
Administration 
Building and 
Ancillary Uses 

85,078 sf 0.006 lbs/sf/day 510.5 

Commercial Sector 
(Commercial Retail) Ancillary Uses 84,078 sf 0.046 lbs/sf/day 3,867.6 

MADONNA FROOM RANCH 

Multi-family High Density 
Residential 174 units 5.31 lbs/day/unit4 923.9 

Service Sector (Other 
Services) Hotel with Restaurant 70,000 sf 3.12 lbs/100 

sf/day 2,184 

Commercial Sector 
(Commercial Retail) Other Commercial  30,000 sf 0.046 lbs/sf/day 1,380 

Estimated Total Waste Generation (lbs per day)  13,019.6 
Estimated Total Waste Generation (lbs per year)  4,755,423.5 
Estimated Total Waste Generation (tons per day)  6.5 
Estimated Total Waste Generation (tons per year) 2377.7 

Impact UT-5, regarding available energy resources and consumption rates, would remain 
the same as under the Project. Estimated fuel consumption for construction would be 
similar to estimated fuel consumption for construction under the Project. Consumption of 
electricity, natural gas, and gasoline during operation under Alternative 1 would also be 
the same as under the Project. As under the Project, compliance with federal, state, and 
local regulations pertaining to renewable energy, improved energy efficiency, and 
conservation in both construction and operation would be required. Further, though not 
required to reduce impacts of this alternative, a number of mitigation measures identified 
to reduce Project impacts to various resources would have the secondary effect of reducing 
Project energy demands. The demand for energy under Alternative 1 is generally lower 
than County and state averages, and potential direct impacts to energy resources and 
conservation are considered less than significant.  

Implementation of Alternative 1 and other proposed or current projects listed in Table 3.0-
1 within Section 3.0.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis, would increase the cumulative demand 
on utilities; however, these projects would be required to comply with standards for 
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adequate utilities set forth in the City General Plan, would be subject to City planning and 
review requirements, and would be required to pay development impact fees to offset any 
impacts from utility infrastructure needs and service capacities. As such, and as indicated 
by the LUCE Update EIR, no significant or adverse cumulative effects are anticipated 
related to the supply of water, waste water, solid waste, or energy utilities. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to utilities would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mineral Resources 

Impacts related to mineral resources would not vary from the Project. As under the Project, 
closure of the quarry under this alternative would nominally lower available acreage for 
red rock extraction, and Impact MN-1 would remain less than significant. Additionally, 
cumulative impacts to mineral resources or mineral resource recovery sites would continue 
to be considered less than significant as the City does not allow mineral resource extraction 
and there are no other proximate active mines identified for future annexation into the City. 
Therefore, there are no projects within the City that are expected to further reduce currently 
available supplies.  

5.4.2.3 Alternative 2 – Residential Development Project Alternative 

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would include a major reconfiguration of the 
proposed land use plan and redesign of key Project elements, including substantially 
increased clustering of development within Madonna Froom Ranch and the Lower Area of 
Villaggio to reduce environmental impacts identified in the EIR. Alternative 2 would 
continue to provide a Life Plan Community and new multi-family neighborhood; however, 
unlike the Project and Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would eliminate commercial uses on 
site. Instead, Alternative 2 would support 178 multi-family residential units (four more 
than proposed under the Project or Alternative 1), 404 senior independent living units, 51 
beds in residential health care facilities, and 3.3 acres of public parkland. Four primary 
features of this alternative are intended to substantially reduce identified Project impacts:  

1) No commercial development (e.g., hotel, retail) would be included in the Madonna-
Froom Ranch portion of this alternative; commercial uses proposed under the 
Project in Madonna Froom Ranch would be replaced with R-4-SP High Density 
Residential Uses. Resident-serving commercial uses would continue to be 
developed within Villaggio to serve Villaggio residents and would be similar to 
those proposed under the Project (e.g., restaurants, theater);  
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2) Consistent with the General Plan LUE, all development would be confined to areas 
below  the 150-foot elevation, removing all development from the Upper Terrace 
and restricting new development to roughly 30 percent of the site within Villaggio’s 
Lower Area and Madonna Froom Ranch;  

3) Development of buildings within the Lower Area would be reconfigured, and some 
building heights and sizes increased to accommodate the same capacity for 
development as the Project of 404 units, 51 beds in health care units, and more than 
160,000 sf of administrative and support facilities; 

4) As with Alternative 1, emergency access would be provided via three different 
connections: 1) from Irish Hills Plaza into Madonna Froom Ranch; 2) from LOVR 
to Villaggio; and 3) from Calle Joaquin to Villaggio through the proposed 
stormwater detention basin area on the Mountain Brook Church easement.  

Required discretionary actions would be similar to the proposed Project, while the 
construction phasing plan would be similar to Alternative 1 (see also Table 5-6). 

As under the Project, this alternative would realign Froom Creek to improve site drainage 
and make space for residential development, along with additional drainage improvements 
as proposed under the Project (refer to Chapter 2, Project Description).  

Land Use Plan and Site Design 

Alternative 2 would increase clustering of development compared to the Project, including 
limiting residential and commercial land uses to areas of the site below the 150-foot 
elevation (see Figure 5-4). As compared to the Project, overall developed area would 
decrease by 8.2 acres and more than 6.1 additional acres of the Upper Terrace would remain 
as contiguous open space, substantially reducing direct and indirect habitat disturbance. 
The quarry on Madonna Froom Ranch adjacent to the Irish Hills Natural Reserve would 
also become open space as a new trailhead park under this alternative. Alternative 2 would 
allow for the development of a total of up to 582 residential units within medium-high and 
high density residential zones, including 178 multi-family units, 404 independent and 
assisted senior villas and apartments, and 51 beds in residential health care facilities, which 
is four more multi-family units than the Project. However, no commercial space would be 
provided in Madonna Froom Ranch (Table 5-14), which would reduce development 
compared to the Project by 100,000 sf. More than 160,000 sf of administrative and ancillary 
buildings would continue to be provided within Villaggio.  
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